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ABSTRACT @

i This study attempts to determine the value of )
individualized instruction used in three sociology Glasses at Moraine
Valley Community College (Ill%nois). The classes incorporated a

"programed learning textbook, measurable behavioral objectives, e
ingtructor-student conferences, self-paced learning,- and immediate

¢ student gratification. A questionnaire to determihe pre-course )
expectations, an evaluation of. course procedures, and ta compare the

., course with traditional courses, was returned by 46 of the 54
students in the classes. Some findings were: (1) the major factor
influencing a student to take the course was, the expectation that he

-,could work at his own pace; (2) individualized instruction appeared
to afford 'the student grqgﬁen opportunities to assimilate course
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materials and interact with the instructor; (3) the flexible
scheduling. did not stimulate learning becduse too many students
tended to procrastinate; and (4) students favored the individualizei

course to the traditional.courses, although they missed having a v
class identity and class discussions. (RN)
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INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION IN SOCIOLOGY: MYTH AND FACT 3}
‘ ‘ . ' )

What is thHe value of indiwvidualized instruction? 1Is it a primary mode
‘ T . ] . -
of instruction? Should it be ‘used as supplemental material, or should it

N . ~
be totally-discarded?

These queﬁtions were the basis for my research to éetermine;whether

individualized instruction has any relevance for the community college

sitﬁation. The following stydy depicts my gxperience in.applying t@is in-
. 2 v . .
. . ‘. »
novative mode of instruption in three introductory Sociology 101 courses

-

at Moraine Valley Community College, Palos Hills, Ill.
. ( !
DEFINITION

N

A review. of eduéationai literature provides many definitions an?yexpla-

'Y : )
nations of “individualized instruction. Interpretations of the term‘run the

-

/ ‘ 4
gamut from programmed learning materials to audio-tutorial learning situ-

ations. In my basic Sociology 10l courses, individualized instruction in- :
. .
corporated the following elements:

. o A piogrammed learning'textbbok broken down into units witﬁegelf-
administered and self-scored éker&isgs'and.tesﬁs
R - ; L i
" N “ e . . ) » .
”gJMeasurable behavioral objectives which guide the student as he

~works at his own pace through the prégrammed units , !

- L _ T D e
o s..' ; ‘:. L . ' . . o P /.‘ R » '
S . e Instructor-student conferences which assist students in under-
.. ' standing the programmed materials. ~ v = - . .. S
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e Self-paced learning which gives the student freedom to choose

c ’

his own time and place for study

.0
.
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4 / e Reinforcement through computer-scored tests.and teacher-student

! ' ’ conferences which provide for immediate student gratification

! ' HYPOTHESTS o - ‘

Because Moraihe.Valley Community College is a commuter school with 85

. ]

‘ , per cent of its students holding full or part-time jobs, I theorized that .
individualized instruction, with its flexible scheduling, would afford studehts

' . L] ] [ . .

greater opportunity to assimilate course materials and interact with the

instructor and would stimulate the‘learning process more than the traditional

college lecture-discussion method.

i . id . ‘

COURSE PROCEDURES N

TPrTERAY

In the spring term of 1972 my three introductorY'Sociology 101 c1asses
used an individoalized instruction programmed 1earnihg-textbook and had
periodic c1assroom sessions[ written tests and instructor-student conferences.
Each student was requlred to complete lndependently a unlt (exerclses and

. . : V.
- R progress tests) in the textbook and thenfto confer w1th the instructor re- .

i
i
!
|

After the 1nterv1ew, the student was. sent to-

. gard1ng the work completed

B }:~:‘ ‘ the Ind1v1duallzed Learnlng .Center to take a Mrltten exam on the programmed

N R : I\~...

_learnlng unlt he had Just completed. Thls process was dupllcated for each

“of the 12° unlts in the textbéok._ After the 1ast un1t. the stud[nt was g1ven

. . | | B T'-'.- i

e a "final exam coverlng allmthe unlts.' A student's semester grad was. de-

termined by countlng the 12 unlt exam scores as two—thlrds of

e grade and

s \' -
v
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’ the semester test as one-thlrd._ f‘
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) a posslble 54 d1d

Ale ;fitten exans taken in the Individualized Learning Center were
computer seored.' The‘IBM 370-Model 135 computer not only printed the
student's total number of correct-answers'for each exam but also identjified
the individual items he missed. The informative computer print-out sheet
‘'was posted daily in the I.L.C. for the student's purusal, and a duplicate
copy was-forwarded to the instructor for his records. The student also had
the option 6f meeting with the instructor to review and discuss h&s test

results.

: L 4
Class sessions for discussing material in the textbook, hearing lec-

_tures or viewing films were held about once every two weeks. These meetings

wer'e optional and had no grade value attached to them. They were open
forums where students could eichange ideas or delve deeper into concepts

introduced in the text.

DATA COLLECTION . . . \

During the last two months of my individualized Sociology courses, the
co;lege's-InstitutionaI Serviees Divisidn and I developed'a questionnaire

v

to evaluate the soc1ology student's 1nd1v1dualized 1earn1ng experlence in

N

terms of pre-course expectatlons and course' procedures and to dompare the

/
‘ . ,

.course with courses uslng the tradltional 1ecture—d1scusslon method. /Question-'

"nalres were d1str1buted and returned through the U S. mail and' had ?o iden-

t1f1ab1e marks on them. Students were. not requlred to respond but 46 o{




QUESTIONNAIRE FINDINGS

PRE-COURSE EXPECTATIONS:

apparently harbored erroneous pre-course expeptations about *
P

A A Y 3 o iyt e e e e W v

this mode of instruction. Some students interpreted individual-

ized instruction as meaning no clasg sessions and/or no text-- \

book; others didn't know exactly what to expect. These mis-
conceptions could have stemmed frgm failure of the.student to

~ understamd the cacept of indiviqualized instruction or from

?

w . misunderstanding of the mode of

2

who ehaﬁheled the student into the couree.

instruction by the counselor

? In the fall of 1972. Morayée Valley Communlty College ef>
: perimented with a new reglstrat on technique to eliminate a o
é o .etudent s misconceptions o mod{s of 1nstruction'used in each '
course. This procedure ;ﬁvolves placing on the master class
schedule written descr%ﬁtlons of the mo@es of instructior used

° o [

by eaeh~1nstructor. éonsequently. when a student reglsters

* for a course_he knows\exact;y how the.course-w;ll be taught.
f_”“f§5_l - 'The college. hepeS‘that thie=techniQue and the more frequenit use '
; '7"of ind1v1duallzed 1nstruct10n by other 1nstructors will ellminate

T
students pre-course misconceptlons.“ﬂv' i
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COURSE PROCEDURES: o/
G . . In general, the students felt that the course procedures were
| clearly defined and explained. They particularly liked the fact
that the programmed lesrning textbook included measurable be-
havioral objectives to guide them and self-administered exer-

: 1 4
cises and progress tests to reinforce .their learning. But, many

... et e Bt e nrms ot

students complained about their lack of self—disctpline and
motlvathn 1n doing the programmed unlts. Apparently, students-
do not want a- completely free and independent learnlng 81tuatlon.
o Because a student with a traditional educational background prob-
' ably expects guidelines and standards to be set for hlm. I found
it necessary to modify the completely 1ndependent nature of my

1nd1v1dua11zed Sociology course. " One 1mportant revision is the

*  incorporation of deadllne dates for taklng unit exams. If d
: \ ,

A o student does not take a unit exam by the deadline date, he is

x given a failing grade for that unit. This modlflcatlon 1s de31gned
e to provide structure and motivation for those students Who need -

them.,

~Another.aSpect-of the course students rated highly-wss the
:studenpéteachericonferences; 'The& indicated thst"these‘fnter-
v ' ~ vieWS*helped to clarify‘points and develop edbetter'understending,
»  of material presented in the'textbook.. Many students also 11ked'-‘

g { ~ 7 the fact that the conferences were flexible and that they were
y o
o "TT._not required to come in at a partlcular time. but . could choose. Ve

-

L

'the1r own t1me. r‘ IR R e.,; - i
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f The grading procedure in this Sociolﬂo.gy course was rated
fevorably by the students. They appreciated the fact that they
knew their grades and their mistakes immediately after taking’
the exam. Particular praise is due the Individualized Learning -
_Center staff who administered teésts and the'computer cente_r
‘that scored them.so qﬁick}.y. It is imperatiye ;t‘or an instructor
using the individualized mode of instruction with more than 50

students and without the help of a computer to-have at least one

student aide to assist him in administering and sooring tests.
Students are 'continually looking for gratification and. rein-
' forcement through exam scores. To keep interest in the course

high, the 'instructor must provide test scores as quickly as possible.
. ; L

COMPARING INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION TO LECTURE-DISCUSSION

TEACI'{ING MODE s

The students appeared to-enjoy learning: in the unstructured

!

and independent environment provided in So¢iology 101 by the
. programmed learning units and the few'class sessions. Students

: bel:.eve that the flexiblllty of 1nd1v1duallzed instruction

]

'gave them greater freedom and opportunity to as31m11ate course
mater1a1 because they could work at the1r own pace ‘and time. . But,

' ‘_unfortunately, many felt that they 1acked the 1n1t1a1 motlvatlon

-

_to begln the 1earn1ng process. W1thout the trad1t10na1 classroom

‘."settmg, many students felt no compuls:.on to do the programmed
. \
unlts. Consequently. they d1d /the tradltlonal course work first -

A

':'._'and procrastlnatEd the 1nd1v1duallzed course wroku R
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In comparing the individualized instruction course with a
traditional lecture-discussion course, the students favored the
¥

individualized course. They felt ;tﬂis way because they could

work at their own pace and could receive immediate gratification

"~ (quick tes results). for their work. However, the students

surveyed pointed out that two positive aspects of the traditional

mode of instrietion are missed in the individualized Gourse.

First, they fely that individualization caused them to lose their

identity r!as a class. They felt isolated from their-peers, .although

they hgd morg‘g 1& eraction Wlth the instructor. Second, students

‘missed the %aditl nal classroom dlscussun. They felt there
& .

\gere too f*ew class gessions to promote a true exchange of ideas

/

by the studerts. THey believed that much of the material covered

in the progranune,d"'learning units should have been discussed openly. Vo

_ Mariy studehts felt that because sociology deals with orobing questions

on important issues which do not have cut and dried answers dis-

cussion should be an integral part of amy socioiogy course.,

- CONCLUSION

- The questlonnalre data appears to support my hypothesis that"

.1nd1v1dua11zed 1nstruct10n would afford the ‘community college

)
student greater opportunlty to assimilate course materials and

1nteract w1th the :mstructor than the trad1t10na1 colle}e lecture-

dlscussion method. But. the endence 1nd1catés I was’ wrong in :

Y

assummg that the flexlble schedulmg in my 1nd1v1dua11zed in-

/e

,structlon- SOClOl co"f'Ses would st1mu1ate 1earn1ng.' Most

:‘v{?,: ‘
)




course be more structured to force them to learn. I hope the

addition of deadline dates to my revised individualized Sociology
course will eliminate this problem_..
/e

With the sm@ll sample and llmlted appllcatlon of sclentlfic

[}

technlquesuln this study, no attempt was made to, develop ~a com- '

. L4

'prehen31ve theory pegardmg 1nd1v1duallzed instruction and its .
implications for the communlty college 51tuatlon. But-I hope '

]
that these limited fmdings will make dther college instructors ) -

aware o‘t‘ the advantages and disédvantages of individualized in-

]

. struétion and stimulate further research in this innovative area.
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QUESTIONNAIRE AND TALLY RESULTS ,
INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIQON Soc. 101

-

Pre-Course Expectations

o

‘For each of the followi:ﬁ§ poss’ible pre-course expectations, i:lacken space:

If the expectidtion strongly influenced your enrollment in Soc. 101
If the expectation has some influence on your enrollment in- Soc. 101
If the expectation had no J.nfluence on yous: enrollmeht 1n Soc. 101

.

] \

. 23 . A B C No Response
regular class sessions L . " 34% -32%  30% 2% :

No textbook ! ‘ 3 108 34% 543 2%
A chance to learn at my own rate . . 67% . 26% 6% 1%
A lot of free time - <30% 32% 6% 2%
Ind:.v:.dual cOnferences with J.nstructor 28% 50% /21%, 1%
An. easy grade < . 8% 21% [ 69% 2%
A chance to study what'I wanted to learn ' 36% . 29% \ 23% ° 2%
A chance to try a new Qay of léarning" 58% 23% ° \15% 4%
Other... ; ,

. 1 ¥ . . ]
Which source contrifgitadmost to,your pre-course expectations about
individualized Soé{,_ Wz , / '

.Personal expleriences with individualized instruction | 36%
Other students' comments about individualized instruction 21%
MVCC counselor comments about individualized instruction 4%
.Other...-1) Wanted a new learping exper:.ence _ 24%
. . ' 2) Did not know _ _ - 10%
‘. - \ v '
J\.l. How well were your pre-course expectations met by individual.ized Soc. 101? -

A. Very well © . 58% -
B. Somewh . 35%
C..Notat : T

Proced

A, .If your ahswer is YES - _
,B.-'f' 1f your afiswer is No S L _ B
If you ar UNCERTAIN e f , Lo I . . c
L - . §o Resgonse
‘Were the,cour e objectlves q,'l.early explamed § _ 2% a
Were"procedur s for using the programmed SRt e
" units glearly lexplained? - - ©89% . - 4% 1y
.Were p ocedur s or schedul:.ng conferences Co o - o .
' ./89% - 6% .. 4% .. 1%
'Was the grachng procedure clearly explalned? ‘93% : ; 1%
16. Were the J.nstﬂ'uctor-student conferences before - * K LT
'and after each unit helpful to you? #0000 83% 108 1%




F { v 3 5 . \l"
. A . ;‘{ ) . .
! _ | e
.. : - 2 - 4 0
! Reactions to Individl&zed Soc. 101 : ) -
For each of the following reactions to individualized Soc. 101, blacken:
"a. '1f you agree with the reaction S
N B. If you disagree yith the reaction ' . T
e ' . P»« . A B . No Response ° !
T 17. I learned more than I usual do in a typical _ - o
; droup-taught course. °* 60% 32% . - 8% . -y 0T
. . 18. I liked individualized learnipg better than a : : o ) ‘
! typical group learning course.) 63%  34% 3z ! C
19. I had more personal contact with the mstructor ’
P than I do in\typical group-taught course. 71%  28% - 1s .
. ] 20. I found prog ed’units easJ.er \to - learn from i )
: . than textbooki 84% . 8%y - 8% 7
21. I found it difficult to establish\and follow a . .. .
study schedule for this course. . 39% , 58% 3% . .
22. I liked being able to work at my own pace. - 86%  10% 4% - *
: 23. Getting test re$u1ts immediately help me to o ‘ '
! ' learn better. . - 84% | 13% 33 ‘
-, 24. Before my first conference with the ihstructor .
X e I didn't know what we'd do in a conference. 87% 13% .
. 25. I was more motivated to study this cour§e than . -
: ' my group-taught courses. . - \ T 47%  45% 8%
T_| - 77 26. I would have llked some more group dlscusslon - . ‘
! ) of course topics. _ 45%, 5%
1 27. ‘I enjoyed learning without formal class meet:.ngs. - 80% 5% .
: . e, . \ . )
’ . . \\\ .
. . . - ‘\ A ‘ 'y &
Open-Ended Comxhents : ) . L
. k\ ‘ -
. Complete each of the statements below in the space \provn.ded. .
A 28 The feature that I ln.ke best agout md:.v:.dual:.ze\d SOc. 101 N
n,.',i - Raﬁk:.‘ng ; Response '%‘3)'\ Number o Repln.es e .
e . o . . o N \ ‘_K\_\;_. “a -
1 Self paced’ =g f et o L 40N o _
w2 . Flex:.b:.ln.ty of scheduling i o 3 o T
3. * Student-teacher conferengeg——c=====; s o300 L g
Y 4 ~ Grading procedure=-: - —————— 0,029
- ',\ -‘5 - Programmed units = -, ‘,\,;‘_ 28"
7 29. The feature that I 1:.ked lea abOut ind:.v:.dual:.zed Soc. 101 was: . L S
1 'Rankmg*a Besponse’ .. i % bumber ofeplies ¢ .
A "1 a _‘Lacked. motJ.vatiox. S —— s PR 1 AR
sl 2n .~ Too much  freedom=-=—m=- ~——s - .30 L . 5
.+ .3 . . Not erough clask discussions——-- ——=c . 19 . .‘
) 4 Not enough teacher off:Lce ho\rrs--_;-—-_—--‘-" Sbe S
_,' . h o L . s o ¢ ) " 5
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. . 30.\‘ ~Eearning Soc. 101 throuygh individualized study would have been easier | A
. .. or more enjoyable if: o C ' . . _ . .

Rankimj . Response

~

Numbér ‘'of Replies

| : 1 A more structured situation- 16 ‘ ) .
! 2 . More group discussions---<- 10 .
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